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. Several years ago a group of researchers at the
Stanford Research and Development Center conducted an investigation
exploring team organization in elementary schools and its .
consequences for individual autonomy, collective control of the work
setting, and job satisfaction,'The findings of that study, known as
the Beyer and Cchen study, were sufficiently challenging, and in
certaic respects surprising, to warrant intensive, longitudinal
investigation. During the longitudinal study, the MITT Project
(Management Implications of Team Teaching), it was possible to use
the initial data returns to atteapt to replicate the original Meyer

’ and Cohen study vithout waiting for the through-time results. Some
important causal relationships suggested by the original study were
confirmed, notably that extefisive work collaboratior curtailed the
individual teacher's sense of control over his/her own work. The agst
significant discrepancy to arise from the replication effort was an
indication that uritization was a aultidimsensional rather than
undimensional variable. Work collaboration did not operate alone to
effect an alteration in ‘teacher attitudes. (JMF)
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LIPACT OF UNITIZATION
ON THE. BLHAVIOR AND ATTITUDES OF TEACHLRS:
A CROSS -SLCTIVONAL REPLICATION OF THE MEYER AN) COHEN STUDY*
Thomas Jovick
Robyn Milich
Project MITT
University of Oregon

Studies in the sociology of organizations suggest that workers
experience a scnse of dignity, sclf-worth, and satisfaction when they fecl
they have some coatrol over their own work conditions. When the organization
restricts the physical beundaries, limits the responsibilities, and specifi-
cally details the process by which the product ‘is achieved, sense of worker
control is likely to be rcduced. Amcl1d}ation of these alienating conditions
of work is somctimes sought through strategics of participatory decision mak-
ing, job enlargement, power equalization, and the like.

A contcmporary innovation in American schools--the forwmation of the
instructional staff into smal!, closcly collaborative teaching teams--is es-
pecially’ illuminating with réspect to the control of work conditions and its
effect on teacher sentiments. The conventional organization of the teaching
process affords individual teachers a high degree of autonomy within the work
setting. The teaching tash is neither specifically detailed for teachers nor
closely supervised.  Under the conventional.work arrangement, teachers have
broad latitude for deteramining their own methods of work, scheduling of daily
routines, anl derining the specific ends they scek through their teaching.

*Pescarch reported here is supported by the National Institute of
Lducation., However, clains and opimons expressed here should not be con-
struacd to have federal ewdo-sement.,
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IJ principle, at least, abandoment of the sclf-containsd classroom in favor !
of antyately collaborative teaching units poses a threat to autonomy in work.
At the same time, teachers in the standard scheme of scheol gover-
nace have little control citier individually or collectively for cstablish-
ing the boundaries of their work setting. Basic decistons regarding curricue
lum, staff and student assieonment, and resource allecation to special programs
in the school f}pically arc made without significant input from the teacher
group. With the formal establishmenc of teaching teans, however, the respon- »
sibility for determining the boundary conditions is transferred in whole or in .
‘ part to faculty unit$, creating a circumstance in which these most immediately
affected by decarsions play a part in making thpm.
Thus, the introduction of tcam teaching could be expected to have
mixed conscquences for teachers in a school, on the one hand enhancing their
collective control over the genceral outlines of the work setting but, on the

other, reducing the autonomy of cach teacher individually in carrying out the

instructional process.

Several vears aéo a group of researchers at the Stanford R § D
Center conducted an investigation exploring the issuc of team organization in
clementary schools and 1ts conscquences for individual autonomy, collective
control ef the sork setting, and job satisfaction (Meyer and Cohen, 1971).
The findings of that study (hercafter referred to as the Meyer and Cohen study)
were sufficiently challenging and in certaimn respects surprising to warrant

intensive, longitudinal investigation. It gave rise to the MITT Project. A

happenstance during the sclection of schools for the NIIT investigation, how-

over, his nade 1t possible to use the tnitial data returns to attempt to roep-
s 1 1
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licate the original Meyer and Cohen study without warting for the through-time

results.  Thas paper will report our replication effort. First, though, we
]

must describe the Meyer and Cohen study more fuily.

The Meyer and Cohen Study

The Stanford investigators used a comparative design.  They selected
17 clementary schools in the San Francisco Bay Area that were, in their words,
organized into ''formal work teams to plan cooperatively and to conduct instruc-
tional tasks 1n open instructional areas where teacher situations are not
8 weparated by floof~to—ceilrng partitions' and another cight schools in which
teachers were formally grganized "to carry out instructional tasks individual-
ly and scparately in self-contained classrooms.' They referred to the former
an open schools and the latter as sclf-contained schools. At the time of the .
study, the open schools had been so organized for more than a ycar but not
wore than four ycars:

Questionnaires were distributed to the facultics.of the schools to
measurce a varicty of sentiments and attributes of. the teaching situation, of
which the most qglient for the present study are the following.

1. Task-related interaction. Teachers were asked to reperi the
frequency with which they drscussed six classroom-related topics with other
teachers 1n group settings.  Responses were sumed over the six topics to
yicld an lndex of Group Interaction.

2. Teacher group influence. Another sct of questions asked teach-
ers to indaicate the amount of influence of school committecs, tecams, or groups

on student grading practices, curriculum plamning, administration of school

rule . and regulations, teashing specific lessons or classes, and student con-

l ERIC
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trol and discipline practices. Response altevnatives ranged from "a great
deal” to none, and again teacher responses were sumred for an Index of Teacher
br;up Influence within the Schosi.

3. Autonony. The Index of Individual Autonomy was based on a set
of items worded in this way: tow much influence do you have over your own
édministrnt:on of school riles and rcgulations, student grading practices,
curriculum planning, teaching specific lessons or classes, and student control
and discipline pructiccs?" Response alternatives were the same as for the
tcacher group influence questions.

4. Job satisfaction. This variable was tapped by five questions
about the present work situation and about satisfaction with the tcaching
carecr. .‘

RcsPunsc; were obtainad from 110 teachers in open schools and 120
in sclf-contained schoels. Mcyer and Cohen followed the practicce of tricho-
tomizing scorc distributions for cacih variable, trecating the data categori-

—
cally, and reporting results through tabulations and cross-tabulations.

Comparing the two types of school, Meyer and Cohen found that teach-
crs in the open-space, team-organized schools did, indced, impute greater con-
trol over the work sctting to tecacher groups than those in the sclf-contained
schools. Surprisingly, howcver, the team teaching condition did not scem to
restrict the autonomy of individual tcachers. Greater autonomy was found
among teachers of open than self-contained schools. Thus, the expected mixed
cffect of team teaching did not materialize in these simple compafibons of

schonls.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

Y
3




e

S ’
¢+ ¢

ot g

v

Bolow wo show tha association of school type {open‘vs.‘selfkcontain~

3

, ed) and_ the fom: measured vurlables in tgm of ;ymtical l-mbdt s which we
;€»~~?L”ff“ calculuted from the Heyer and nphgﬂmﬁﬂblsiﬂté;tﬂsilit 427&7 s with th =
. p) T ’ ‘ o

9 MITT replication. - The Lanbda's raflactathe strength of’ussocintiqn botuann RN

i . categorical variables much as & correlation does in tho#ase of c@htinuous

U / , . C

k. varisbles.. < ‘ :
:; | : o " Lambda
1% ,
. . ’ Task-related interaction +.32
b Teacher group influence 4025
| Individual autonomy , +.07 "
f{’ ‘ ‘ Job satisfaction ‘ +.10

/

' l

; P;u; signs indicate that highcr values oﬂ the variables are 35307}itod with
" ) bﬁﬁn rather than self-contained schools,

; The values show that teachers in open schools interaéted more fre-
quentfy with fellow teachers on classroom-related matters and had higher jéb
satisfaction than théir peers in the self-contained schools. ~~i~-w

The invcstigators had in minﬁ a causal orde;ing oé the key variables

of their study and reported a number of cross-tabulations that eanined inter-

- [

o dependencies in kecping with the causal flow. Their causal arranzeﬁené'is R
suggested in Figure 1. They vicewed task-related interaction as indicative 6f
clasely coliaborative work relations among teachers--a proxy for functionink

instructiona! teams--and saw toacher group influence and individual autonomy

S

g *  affected by the cxtent of this interaction. Job satisfaction was presumed to
? be a product of collegial influence and autonomy. J
"i . -
o - 8 g
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Tne resulzs of thei’r crass-tabulations of sel cted varinb!es were

luguly, &ut not mtlﬂxy, congruant uitp expectatmn . ‘l‘hey £oun4 tMt the g
extensity of tcm:her couabdre:ion in tha vork sett g cantributed to the

. e e—

to,sthsfaction gon‘ the job. Findings mth respect to automy, however, - Te- ' .

that closc work collaboration .

hers ‘nthcr thm rpducing it. ’lfhe

mained pﬁzziinﬁ. Spgcifié:lly. thoy sho

heightmed the individual lutonony of t
rehtxonsh,ip was ‘not stmg, but it uu in a positivo di.rection‘ The prindi- 5
/ pal dntcmmant of autonaxuy was the level of: influence teachers attributed to -

the teachex group. Thus, auton41y seeud to be affected exclusively by the

— ,1

cqntrol of teachers collectively over the boundaries of the work .gotting; '
b . 77, Sose of the tabulatiops indicated that the effects of open schools

- e
g

ofi otbe* variables wore not ‘mediated by the extensity of work collabontion.

- ,
. -

Speci(iculy. schcol type cor.tributed directly to the level of teachor gtoua :

= imflucnce m&ependonﬂy of the level of task-relatod interaction among teach- -

=~ crs, In addxuor., ;ob satisfactioﬁ rémained higher among teachers in open

z N

«‘ : E than in self-contained schools regardless of the leval of tucher group influ-

E - . ’  once or individual autonomy. In one -analysis, incidentally, Meyer and Cohen

{'cportqd that the greater job satisfaction of open schooi teachers occurred A

. only among those in Iéadership roleswthe'noré expér'ienced\teachers; job snis-
fnctmn ®as no grcatet anong the _young r.enchers than among their countorparts k

A
2 ~
2N

N in actf-wntained schogls. In anx cvent -the residual et‘fects of school type 1

-suggests: the presencr of variable,s and processcs distinguishing open and self- |

'
?; - contained schvols which are not represcnted in the conceptual model. .
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b I : he hnvo xmluﬁed in Figm‘e l.arrows mdicdtiné “the prg,gncc of*relm-

¥ ‘ tlonships and p,/vslgns renresentlng the s:rangtmof rnlst‘imshipt, sas- nwg S

3 .,__. - ,..by Neycr and Coheni,.lﬂll..._p.m.”i. 10" su;aﬂzc their: priﬁe'iyal findln;s It e
Iy

hust be bome in mind that thg 1nvestiaators, by virtue of ébelxwiodc of mly- A

sis, uorernble to wntrox ‘one; or at best tw, mhblqs at a tiu ix\ explor- R

f

ing the mterdependmcics uy‘thm-odel. L ~ | <

[

) " As we considered the possibiuty oi‘/repﬁcution with dnta \31-0- tho B
- NITT study, Meyer and Cohen® s mode’ of sumurizi,ng tﬁa»ﬁindmgs mum.a ;l;e Dy
| utzlity of cmploying the -eu\Ld of "path mlyﬂm Path annysls anm bue '}

to detcmme whether of not tho obserwbd pattem of um«rmatim ‘W a

. sct of variables is consistent xith » panticuhi* theorotiul fomlation of T

causal relations, such as that dcpicted in Figure 1. )Furtﬁemra » the mlff-’"‘ 0
i ple regression te{hniques of path amlyus are esbechuy suttcd to th't wb-

b
H

k.
A"(

. blen of cmining the effects oi‘r;gnw variable on’ amtl\er wmlo controllh; for’

- D s

= the influence of 2 reasonably l\arno nunber of “other \m-l.ables s;pitmousln L,&

A

' Fortunatoly. the snpple size and measurements from the um' ‘data were uppro

A T S

L34

priate to the use of such an approach, a matter to which we rsxt turn. “5’

. \ | . -
The Replication : - oo .

- ot « o, {0

i L For the replication analysis we used data from ccmin of the 43

-~

elmntary schools that wire part of the oriziml HITT snple. ‘u\e longiméi- Y
nal design of the Ml‘g}' study called for “"before" nd "after" lcasms in a ‘

. set of schools gduch, in the interim, had changed from n conventional to s

‘ x;nit orgn_nizution of the instructi'onu staff. (UnitAorgmizntion ¢:t'u'rezspcmtls7

closely to Meyer and Cohen®s concep.tio_n of the orélniuit fon of teachers into

3

e 3 EN - .
R i oy



“fcrn;rwrkl tcaus," ‘'one chzmlcteristic of thcir open 3«:!\001’3 ) _After the
" schopls b had bocp selected m 'the "belfore” data obtained, An the srrinz of .l
L J&%@; gusciod gt that seven-of tho schbls already wero orgentzed into . e

&N ’ec‘;ch;lng u:i’it:k é&l{ﬂri:gm‘ emse& s lg'ad been so organimd for two or thrca —

“Xi ygg{r:s/,; ?muc thefxevm scholils mo not npproprhte to'h b«fora-nfter dosign,

tﬁ‘é?‘:ffoqle( an op?Lrtuni ty to rcpucate the co-pau\‘in study. oF the Sm-z L

- »‘»-'

S ford" rdséarcho ’Co-yarisons couid bo mde between tuclm's in W*lnﬂ " © s

o
(

Lo

,u"" -

osebaols nﬁd tlmse{in 43 cnnventionauy orgmizcd scl:ools i;gpmded in the lll’ﬂ';

L meenh o P
:( /&\ "\ The te@ch&r qp,su,w,w gg the um study .included & number of- :

C: questions tak‘hn varbatin from the work of Ne)m‘ and. Cohan. and it was P“’l;‘*: ;

. _ : mf:o &wn in ﬁﬁbticﬁﬂ'lshion the varfables of tmcher group influence, SR
i\ E iﬁdivgdugl autbnony ‘and job satisfactipn. w; o b o i i ”"" MY ::_“
e \ ‘,:W» " the MITTSGEE uscd =’ axfferé:&t ap:préacn to the msgrmt of: mx |

r@hyad interaction (or. cmhmlcation, as wo aall it) from Meyer anad Cohcn's.

folloting a socioaetrtc llko procedure Tvachars wcrc asked . tQ name other
; tuchcrs 1;; the school vm\ wvhom they discuss«! chssroon (and other) topiu
, ¢ and to indicate the froquency with which each discussion occurred. Only re-
- ctﬁrocn’ted iq&;nnces of cmi;:atim} were n&qlpd by our coding procedures.
.Tenchfe'r{s ser; 'gg&n communication scores that re\iwctud both-the nusber and
A - the fréquancy of their rcciproc;ted nominations--a value xe refor to olsewhere

7 ag the goluéc of comrunication 4Packard, ct al., 1976, p. 47). v 5

- - <

0 3

l1"m~: MITi staff’ developed an alternative measurc of teacher sense of
work autonouy, a 24-item Likert scale. 1n the repilcation analysis we have

~ caployed the venion used by Meyer and Coben. .

i
2, - -
. -~ | -
. -
- -

L) i
-
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Quasn,onnaites were: returned b} 115 teachers in the uniti.m schools
' . +

gnd 107, in the cont.rol schtmls in the sprm; of 1974, the first wave of data-
Y

- - 4

’.:, ! tnkfag in the “I’l‘!‘ study. Smce we" mtem!ed to use mltiple regressxon Prd—

\
~ ‘e

L.edurcs in qur repli,catxdn anatysxs, “scores on, all of the meaeured variables R

e

n‘ere retained in numcricul forn and txeated as interval- level messures., . T "«
0'(‘; R , l_ \ )
S, By and la.,ge, the M1TT schools were \mlike those studied’ by the Stan-

ford grqup. Locatcd in w%dely differing local.es ‘from che N.tss:.s‘sippi River

=% 3

eastward to thg East Coast, the MITT schools were quita hetcrogeuiemw witb 2

[

‘ros;fect to the commtie§ they served. rmzing from rural comumties q{" the o A

. Ty

Border Stdteg t:o central-clity. néighborhoods of New England towns. T . ', ,

ln terms of foml structm-c. the . um.tized schools of the m'rr study ;

LY

N wero mm sharply differemintved .£rom convnntional schools than were the open ;' o

3 Y, .
. , , 3o 1

2 schools’ of, the Heycr nnd cohen study. In. particulm‘, all or mst of the HI_‘!fl‘

G e

uritized Schools had adopted ‘the so-cauad Muu:iunit Model of. stuff ofganiza- S

-

o7 tion. including foml unit 1e¢ders. cstabli;hed ti.mes for unit metings, and.

-

in ‘some casel an administrative cab?neh (consxsting of the' principal and quit .

5 L . leaders) to work cut cross -unit eaucational policie; Wo~understlnd thn‘t ‘the

' nated tean leaders. ‘ ‘L '.". ' ) St '\&'
':g v * On the other hzmd only *hrec; of the seven umtized .schools in *ehe
A Yov e . i

- T ' m*rr repl u:ation were ot‘ an opcn—architecturo design, whereas . open space was

A a selection critetion for the, . Meyer and Cohen study.. We will have a cment

2

- / .

& e on this distincgion' later. "t 4 T i ' ’
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Findings \ o ; ‘4,—
o Turning first to the simple comparisnn of unitized and nonumtized

, suhools, the MITT dati reveal two differencds from the Heyer and Cohen study. w@

s
~

. _ The zero-order corxclations between school type and the megsurea vu‘igbﬁfgs -
f’iﬂ o shown below indicate thn,t unitized teach"ers werp lovar than te’aéhers ih ‘con- /
-trol schools in indwxdual autonory and in job satisfacnon, although the lat,f-

| \I ter correlatiop, baﬁ@d qn 230 cases, is mgrgma ly sign.ifxcant at the .05 -

1 ¢ )

level. =~ : ) ' - .
r o\ ) ‘ . . ¥
/ v / )
. ‘ ‘ ‘ .
’ L Table 1 . o
N ’ o )
\ . N . B !: . ) ]
' Volume of communication 46 .
. | e ‘ .
. ) -Teacher group influence Jd6. P
- : * Autonomy .- -.26 -
Job carcer satisfaction | .3 T
8 . . , ,
3 v

In éompa?ing these coefficients with the Lambda's reported for the Meyer and
Cohen study, “one must keep in mind that .the apsbl'ut’e values of Lambda and r

cannot be'equated, The negative relationship between school type and autonomy

4 » e

is conszstent Wl *h original cxpect/atmns for the Meyer and Cohen study but in-

consistont with their empirical findings. . T
', R In specifying the model to be tested through }iath a.nélysis, it was
. “w <
necessary to adl three exogenous varigbles to the.key ome of school type.

/
v Ont of the cxo;cnom varmblos, school sue (in number of roportmg teachers),

L .o

was required b) our measure of communication. A.teacher's communication score

.




is a function, in.part, of the number of other teachers in the school avail-

5 -*
<

able for conmunicafion, and since ‘unitized schools tended to be larger than

nonupitized schools, it was important to "regress out' the potential artifac;.

-

Meyer and Cohen's measure of task-related interaction did not have this-pro-

- . blem. .t » S

’ - e

0

We also found that teachers in unitized and nonunitized schools =~
: 5 . ) ,
differed in two personal attributes that were likely to be associated with

‘ . . F
. ‘X' endogenous variables of the model. Teachers in unitized schools ténded go-—- - -
) > ‘ 3 ‘ :

s

. have less teaching experience and greater. professional ambition than those in

' (R

. ndnunitized schools.2 Our examination of the zero- order‘correlations of thése—
/

’, e
* o o

" variables with .the endégenous variables demonstrated that there uere, in fact,.

. —- £y

sxgnxfxcant relatlonah1ps, S0 the two were added as exogenous factors. These

;; correlations arc shown in Table 2, uh1ch also displays the full set of 1nter- T

corretatzons anmong varxablcs in the model w;th the exception of those present-

.
t

L ed preV1ously. o . ‘ N

: . - . School type, a nominal varxable, was effect coded in order that the -

. «

v resulting intercepts and beta weights could be interpreted accordlng to the,

formulation of classical analys;s*of variance (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973).

|

. For this purpose, unitized schools were assigned the value of 1 and nonunitiz-

ed schools -1. .Log transformations were applied to the communication and job

_satisfaction scores, since their distributions were markedly skewed.

v ~ '

t 4 ¥ .

AN

. . 2The mcasure of professional ambition is described, in Chapter 5, of
Meyer and Cohen (1971), from which it was borrowed by the MITT staff. The “
samc bias toward less experienced and more ambitious teachers was present in
open schools of the Stanford study as well.

- +

-~

o g
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Table 2: Intercérrelations among Exogenous and
- Endogenous Variables used in MITT Study
e S '

-,

T Task- ‘Teacher Job
School Type of . Related Group Career
Ambition Size School* Interaction Influence Autonomy Satisfacti

° >

Experience
Ambition - .09 .14 d4 .15 N .09

School Size . - .50 <200 .04 -12  -.06

e

‘ Task- . : )
2 . Related : . ' . T
. Interaction . \ . .02 =15 =2 ©
Teacher
Group ’ ’ * -
Influence : - © .37 .13

Rutonon{y L .16

. ® . ) . {
. \ ' SR J
. - \ - i . N
*A positivescorrelation indicates high scores tend to occurjin unitized -
1

schools. \ /
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The Meyer and Cohen model whish we tested, including the added exo-

°

genous variables, can be expressed by the following equations, here expressed
*

in the form of standardized scores (zi) with residual terms omitted.

= Pg12) * PgpZp * Pg3Z3 * Pgye?y
= PgoZp * PgyZs * Pgsis

+

= PysZs * PyeZe

= Pg1Z1 * Pga?y *'Pge?¢ * Pgrly

\whege pij refers to the value of the‘gaﬁﬂ!ggeffic1ent from j, an independent

variable, directly to i; a dépendent variable. The subscriﬁts refer to vari-
* _able numbers 1 to 8, as indicated below and in Figure 2. e -
i Years teaching experience
2 Type of school: wunitized vs. nonunitized

School size

Ambition

Volume of communication

Teacher group influence
7 Autonomy
8 Job career satisfaction

In performing the multiple regression, our practice was to procedure-

ly allow cach designated independent variable to enter into the appropriate

equation regardless of the size of the proportion of variance it added. Thus,

we obtained a path cocfficient for ecach indepepdcnt variable that appeared in

*

.an cquation.
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Table 3:

2

Standardized
Redrepsion Weights for Meyer-Cohen Modcl
Initially Tested,RZ Associated with each Regression,
Significance of each Coefficient
Significant at .05 Level)

3
SIZE

4

AMBITION

r

5
COMM

-

6
TCHGPSC

7
AUTONOMY

5. Volume of
Communication

ij

6. Teacher Group
Influence

’pij(beta)

~

7. Autonomy
p7j

8. Job Carcer
Satisfaction

P8

-.1564*

.1306

.4497*

1791*

-.1088

e 0288

.0755

.1309

-.0765

-.1595%*

.3713%*

-.1005
Y
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Table 3 reports the path cocfficients (standardized beta weights)

resulting from our test of the causal model with the MITT data. Figure 2

\n
\

d15p1ay> the results in diagram form, with statlstlcally insignificant paths
eliminated to facilitate inspection.

A key observation supported by thesc data concerns the determinants:,

¢

of teacher work autonomy. Coefficients of the paths into autonomy from

»
-

teacher group influence and from classroom-related communication are

opposxte in sign (p76 = .37 and Pyg = .-.16). In the MITT schools, at least,

greater control by the colleg1al group over the boundarles of the work setting

4

seems to ‘enhance individual autonomy, while demands of collaborative teaching

>

(if that is what-communication‘in fact indexes) appear to restrict individual

autonomy. . i

it is;interesting,‘thougﬁ; that teacher group influence does not
grow eut of the tollaborative tcaching situation but rather is a product of
school type directly (p62 = :18). The path from classroom cgmmun%cation to
group influence'is\not significant. bresumably, this means that collegial .
control over educational affairs-is augmented in unitized schools, regaidless
Jof whether teaching is\conducted independently in self—;ontained classrooms
or by collaborating teﬂms We are not sure of the propertlea of unitized
5chool> that lead to collegial cont101 but we suspect that they have to
do with their formal structure. It is possible that the vqry fbrmatlon of

units and unit lcader positions provides the mechanlsm for, and legltlmlzes,

teacher input to the policy-making process.
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An obvious observation in the path diagram is the absence of

v - .

relationships between job satisfaction and other variables in the model, }
~endogenous or exogenous. The Rz.vdlee shown iﬁ Tabie 3 indicates that all

four variables in our regression equation combined account for only six

per cent of the variance in satisfaction, with a personai attribute of

teachers (years of teaching exherience) contributing the largest share.

Neither teacher group influenee nor indiJiduel autono;y contributed signifi-
cantly to it, whereas Meyer and Cohen had reported modest relat1onsh1ps in
“in the1r data. They did not test for significance, houever. Clearr"} the,
variables of the model do not afford a strong purchase qn the factors

[y -

: affecfing job satisfaction. -

- —
“ - .
Y

In this regard, we were {mpressed generaily by the weakness of
relationships among the variables implicated in the model. Few of the
simple correlations in the original intercoxrelation matrix differ siéﬁifi-

N

cantlfffrom zero. (With an N of 230, r must exceed .13 for éignifieance at .
the 5 per cent level.) Nor are the ot!ner“R2 values on the right of Table
3 impressi&e as multiple correlations gos From this Etandpoint, the model
. cannot be regardeﬁ as an especiglly powe}ful one.- .
We' should note, too, that our check on the model's pars1mony was
dlsapp01nt1ng. Follou1ng the procedures of ker11nger and Pedhazur (1973) >\ -

we attempted to reproduce the original correlat1on matrix £rom the computed y

path coefficients and met with .indifferent success.

by
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The MNIT and “eyer and Cohen Schools differed- in a number of re-
¢

spects, of course, but one dlfference was especially important in terms of the

_ gencral line ofhieasoning of the Stanford group, namely, the architectural de-
* * ¢ .
sign of the school buildings add the implication that held for visibility of -

the teaching role. The Stanford researchers had selected open schools not
only on the basis of the formal orgaﬁization of tecaching units but on the pre-

sence of an open-spéce classroom plan. Only three of the seven unitized

<

“ " schools in the MITT replication study were similarly constructed.

Taking architectural design into account, our efforts to determine
wvhether the relationships among variables of the model would be more closely
in accord with the Meyer and Cohen Findiggs suggested that this factor had
little effect on our results. | The means of teachef scoras~on tﬁe endogenous

~var1ablcs, for example, were eskent1ally the same in both un1t1zed schools
which were open-space and ‘'egg-crate" design.: The number of cases in the sub-

divided sample of schools was too small to support a full-fledged nultivariate
A . . ' ‘

a

analysis, so our results must remain tentative. ;

~ LY

We wére also interested in pursuing the pos§ibility, suggested by

one of Meyer and Cohen's analyses, that unitization m1ght adv;ntage only
7
teachers in leadership positions in the schools. One feature of unitized

schoals in the MITT sample, m1sslng from the_open schools of Meyer and Cohen,"

~

was the presence of’ formal unit leader positions, appo1nt1ve or electhe in

nature and sgmetlmes with specxal prerogatives attached. AConcexvably, the .
in negligible rclétionships of indcpendent and dependent variables in the ﬁITT

A sfudy, especially;job satisfaction, were due to the undetected presence of an
interaction with leadcrship position. | 0

- 22 C

BNy, -



We checked this poss1b111ty by comparing the scores of team leaders

. 4 e . &
}

« with’ regular teachers (team members) in the unitized school’ on the several e
endogenous variables. Table 4 rcports the sinple and adjusted. means, mcludms

(\ means for teachers in nonunitized schools. The adjustment was made in each

-

case by correéting. for the effects of preceding variables used in the regres-

y

sion equétion.
b Ti;ese' cf dmiloto reveal the differential effects reported b); : _
Meyer and Cohen. Both téam members and leaders were equally advantaged by
{;. k unit organization.
~ - Conclufsig' n ) S .
- : : 'nus study set out to replicate Meyer and Cohen's cross-secnonal o
mvesnganon of the effects of team teaching using data collectcd by the Ml‘l'l‘
" Pro;ect. Some mportart causal relationshxps suggested by the Stanford group
were confirmed, notably that extf’nszve work col.laboranon curtailed the indi- ‘
v1dual tedcher's sense of corgrél over his or her own work. However, a number

- of discrepancies 169t us questioning the usefulness of the model as general

3

representation of teaming effects on teacher attitudes.

< 4

_ Most particularly, the MITT data indicated that unitization was a
mliidin‘\ensional rather 1:.hanundimen$ionglvariible. work collabpration did
not operate alore t;.ﬁ!ffc'ut an alteration in teacher at;titudes. Some‘aspect
of the formal unit ;*ructure itself appeared to have come into play. Although
. we had confidence in many of' the causal relatxonahips on a conceptual level, -
*  the consistent weakness. of the vgriable‘xglationships lead us to wonder to what ..

extent our findings Were the result of random error. [he longitudinal data
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v on the m,l,tidimgnsi“ lity of “éni‘;.izauon“ as well. /

- % -

o { Pr? wemn ctudy was designad ;d confiru or nogate this d doubt an shod ligm. .
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Table 4: Adjusted and uﬁadju_séod Means for Team Leaders and Members
~in Unitized Schools and all Teachers im Contontional -Schools ~-

- ' « Unadfusted : . Ajusted
" Volume of Comsunication - : ) ‘
1. Tesm leaders .. 10,5 10.5
5. . " 2. Team mewbers - 10.5 . 3 10.4
g 3. Conventional teachers 8.6 8.7
4 Téacher Group Influence - " S )
3 1. Team leaders a1 S - 3.2
- - <2, 'Team members . - 3.4 _ 3.4
3 '3, Conventional teachers . 8.1 : ¢ 3.1 -
:" Autonowy : ; .
. 1. Team leaders . 3.7 . 3.8
2. Team members ‘ 3,7 N 3.7
5. Conventional teachers , ‘3.9 ”s © 4.0
2 . dJob Carecer Satisfaction ' ‘
1. Team leaders ' i 15.4 . No
E. ' 2, Team mepbers ~ ' 15.7 . . Adjustment
F 3. Conventional teachers 16.3 Made
3 * ) !’ \
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